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Fredonians, Canadians, assassinationologists : lend me your 

ears. I come to criticize Lifton, not to bur? him. Ra?her? X 
hope to bury the errors in Lifton' s work, so that the good he has 
done may live after him. Lifton is in great danger of not living 
up to his expectations, a condition I call "Epsteinism. " {i have 

baseman Mike 

Epstein.) I will try to prevent this through some constructive 
J' that there will be something left of 

Lifton s work after the criticism is done. You can't sav that 
about everyone. Take Gerald Posner— please, if l detailed 
everything that’s wrong with Case Closed , we'd be here until 
Jacob Cohen publishes a book. William Manchester, for his part 
akes a lot of criticism, though I think he writes better than 

faoi end With the 

tact that he can t get even the motorcade route right. 

vainvi criticism of Lifton has been constructive, or even 

\alid. Michael L. Kurtz criticizes Lifton for not saying 
anything about rigor mortis, algor mortis or livor mortis in his 
work.i These conditions can all be used to determine when death 

of the body after death. - There is no dispute about the time 
President Kennedy died, or the position of his body after death 

hardly a valid criticism to say that Lifton says nothing 
about these conditions, but that didn't stop Jim Moore from 
copying this argument from Kurtz.* 

In fact, criticism is in the very nature of Lifton *s 
problem. We can divide those who have studied President 
Kennedy ;s assassination and the official investigations into two 
categories: critics and theorists. A critic is one who tries to 

find out what s wrong with the official investigations. The most 
prominent critic is Harold Weisberg. On the other hand a 
theorist is one who tries to develop a theory or hypothesis of 
how the assassination happ.ened. The most prominent theorist, at 
least among those who theorize about the physical circumstancer 

David Lifton. Weisberg and Lifton have 
often been at odds. Best Evidence contains many slighting 
references to Weisberg, and Weisberg considers Lifton to be a 
fraud. Lifton is an excellent theorist, but not a very good 
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He is not a very good critic of his ovm theory, but no 
Se Is; sfthit's not thi ?eal problei,. Tho real P?°ble» r= that 
not a very Qood critic of the official investigations. The 
errors that I will describe occurred because Lifton uncritica y 
accepted many statements of the official investigators. 

First of all, a very minor error: What is "best evidence"? 

Lifton took his idea of best evidence from 

writing, photograph or recording is at issue, is 
determined by introducing the Photograph or re cor ^ 

into evidence.-* This will be very important as we go along. 

The second and more important error has to do with bhe 
position of the wound in President Kennedy's back. Lifton 
to his breakthrough hypothesis of body ^ 

concluded that Dr. James J. Humes’s descriptions of the 
President's wounds recorded in the Sibert-0' Neill 
accurate He did not reach this conclusion until he had 

explained to himself why Humes moved ^‘"® S^t^^hic^ 

back upward and changed the conclusion that ^^® 
entered at this wound did not exit to a conclusion th 
bullet exited from the throat wound. He concluded that Humes 
changed the location and the conclusion on the 
Ssalsination, when he learned of the ® 

wound.® With regard to the timing of these 'Changes , r-hanaed 
rlllt about the changed conclusion, but wrong 

inration Humes wrote in the second draft of the autop y P 

mi there was a wound in President Kennedy’s ' 

or back, that the bullet which entered at this wound exited 

the throat wound, and that this bullet was on a bullet 

■t'raiectorv with respect to the President s body. I 

did inde^ enter at the back w.ound and exit at the throat wound, 

and if the former was higher than the ^® '^“SSen^Humes 

about the bullet’s trajectory is quite reasonable. When H 
revised the draft, however, he did not change the wound „rote 

locations or his conclusion about entry or exit, but he nou wrote 
thafSe bullet was on a downward trajectory, he 

Se position of the body.’ He could have determined this if 
had known the position of the body the time of 
assassination, but he testified he did , 

Meeting with Arlen Specter on March 11. 
described a wound in President Kennedy s back. He stil 
aescrioea *-r-^ -iontn-rv as downward, but to demonstrate this, 

aH Hofnri» the Warren Commission. He aescrioea rne wou^u 

SelOT iS th^back of Prasident Kennadra nack, ha,her than 



the throat wound, and sufamitted Into evidence a drawing which 
Sowed ?he wound in. the beck, of President ", 

introduced into evidence-* , 

The next group of errors has to do with the wound at the 
tear oflrSSeS.KLn.dy^s head^ is 

at the wound in th eouldn't find this wound in the 

SpS unSl LmSSrowb. 

llllT. S°£uight n« rS!.-. ^SfSSSlc^:?S?oS SSl 

^?‘Se"KSse select ^Sittee on Assassinations reported that, in 
of the House bereci. , ekun there was a semicircular 

^ed^defecr^^ It wSldL rather 'unusual for a bullet wound 
beveled defect. It wouia radiologists studied the X-rays 

? SiuiM leaman ?old the Conmittee’s staff 

S A?riot dMot^ betellng at the wound in the back of the 

fracture in which the bone on but I cS se^a 

depressed inward. I ® ^^^^-ray (Figure 2) The other 

^rr^Kolfglftnirnor contradict what Dr s Seaman -d McDonnel 

have said. Dr. "^onnel's report "o ways 

body could have been tampered with, 

Mev.j lesi-'c look at the' locations of the wounds at the rear 
Now let j i V, -t-he iskull and the wound in the scalp, 

of the head, the wound in the skull ana slightly above 

photographs and X rays , sucn as centimeters 

Pathology Panel, P“ ® Lifton has taken 

" ?SirdifferSS”L evidLce that there was reconstruction of the 
this Qit rsnini- SO that the autopsy pathologists saw one 

?Mhg“Lr”L photi^aphs . and ^ ’ 

This is rthink°this ls*one of the weak points of 

■“""nSsiblU? ?Lt LittordS norconsidor, that Bunas 
described ?ia pisitioi of the scalp wound accurately and the 



others described the position of the 

SL?;Hver S.!r£iLI!=”f itf %^repj>i!e,. w.itin. in 

'the Third Decade , has stated that it is not. 

Finally let's look at the nature of the scalp wound. 
Photographs o£ Jhe rear of the "ir^which^^^ 

introduced into evidence before the om _* black, 

5Ss? arwf 2;uire5pecrwiS%"ole'which was too deep for^li^^t 
to penetrate to the bottom of Ses^eJidence of what the 

woSn^LiL'rikrin' the photograph--or is it? 

is the photograph itself- For one thing, some of the pn« 

were in color, and this drawing is in Jid4n testified 

?rat'^ii ™uhS“Lr^ra?^a rs sJli„rrti|.t'^^^ 

Sfra‘^ nrilhTgranc^fg hloS atf abradad the scatp If 

this is true, then this pattern of ii f stlreoscoSS yieu 

on the same level as the surrounding scalp in a stereo P 

of a pair of photographs. 

The photograph is not the only 
caused by a glancing bullet^ In the 

there is no mention ot the aiscoveiy r.nTii-radict the 

t-ha heart 2 6 At thfi veTA' least, this does not contraaicu 

^5:po“?ion tfet'$L w^und at the hath oj the head was^a„^^^^_ 

abrasion, not a penetrating wound. j „„ tn the upper left 

Dr. J. Thornton Boswell drew an arrow pointing to ^he upp _ 

at the location of the D?. Humes 

res;;ibir?hrw^ina^as^^a%2nc?urf^^^^^^ 

?LS^1967^?eviefof\he^X-?a?s''aid®p^^^ °''^;h”'‘”‘said 

“sieli and Finch combined these “o des^lptions, Jhey said 
that the wound was a laceration »"?“ tunnel, with tha^actu__ 

i"*5Sa“?Se?'we« tlyiSg^n^ wL th.t the -«y “Ound^“-„„ 

i?-!u^iis'?ofiourd^rot 

SscrStiins“ugJSi“L'i?Sl„°orr^^ tn the 

surface of the scalp. 



These findings about the wound at the rear of 
a double significance, both negative and positive. On ^ne 
TijaftAtive slde« suppose we could prove that this wound 
eluserjy” biuel that entered. The large and fatal wound_on 
President Kennedy’s head must have been caused by 
entered his head. If this wound is not a bullet entry wound, 
tLn the evidence that the fatal shot came from the 
H?csnnpars On the positive side, suppose we can prove that this 
Sni^TSar^auSd by TLllet that glanced off the scalp. That's 
USe bullet but there must have been another that caused the 
one bul ^ ^ , bullets. That is one more bullet than the 

iar?L"commlssion or the House Select Committee on Assassinations 
can account for. 

We thus have four areas for further study: 

-was the rear wound caused by a bullet that glanced off? 

If so, when and from where could it have been fired. 

--Is tampering the reason there is no apparent entry wound 

in the skull? 

-Why did Humes state that a bullet which 
back and exited from the throat was on a downward trajectory. 

—Why does Do.x's drawing fail to accurately depict the 
wound at the rear of the scalp? 

u g.K .,1 nnv are the two ends of the official investigation. 
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